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The Functional-semantic Differentiation of a Dative-marked Actant
and an Adverbial-case Noun in an Old Georgian: Based on the Metatext
of a Gelatian Translation!

David Iobidze
(Akaki Tsereteli State University, Georgia)

DOI: 10.62235/mIn.4.2026.12152
davit.iobidze@atsu.edu.ge || ORCID: 0000-0002-4758-1258

Abstract: This study explores the functional differentiation between the dative and adverbial cases in
Old Georgian theological texts. It demonstrates that the choice between these cases is not merely
morphological but carries significant semantic weight, shaping the logical accent and determining the
relationship between the "defined" and "defining" components within the predicative structure.

In Old Georgian, the dative and adverbial cases exhibit nuanced distinctions that influence syntactic
organization. While the dative often highlights relational or indirect object roles, the adverbial
emphasizes means, manner, or circumstantial aspects. This alternation affects the pragmatic layering of
the proposition, allowing for the precise expression of complex theological concepts where subtle shifts
in emphasis alter interpretive depth.

Drawing on patristic and biblical examples, the analysis provides morphological breakdowns illustrating
how switching between these cases modifies propositional content and predicate-argument relations.
Furthermore, the paper establishes typological parallels with Ancient Greek.

The findings reveal that Old Georgian was a highly flexible language capable of encoding complex
logical ideas through strategic case selection. This refined use of the dative-adverbial opposition
contributed to the expressive power of ecclesiastical literature, enabling to mirror the conceptual
precision of source texts while adapting them to the native grammatical framework.

Keywords: Metatext of the Gelatian translation, Morphosyntax, Dative—adverbial opposition,
Functional-semantic differentiation, Accusativus duplex

Introduction

From a linguistic perspective, the syntactic flexibility of Old Georgian is most clearly manifested
in translated ecclesiastical literature, where translators frequently navigate between multiple
grammatically possible constructions. Such choices are not merely formal but carry significant
semantic and logical implications, especially in texts of a theological character.

In the translation of theological discourse, semantic precision is of paramount importance,
as it depends on the adequate adaptation of the source text’s linguistic structures into the target
language. Even a subtle grammatical shift may result in a doctrinal misinterpretation, particularly
in contexts where linguistic form is closely tied to dogmatic meaning.

' This research has been supported by Shota Rustaveli National Science Foundation of Georgia (SRNSFG) [grant
number YS-24-496].
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Within this framework, the present study examines the functional opposition between the
dative case and the masdar in the adverbial case in Old Georgian. This opposition extends beyond
morphology and plays a decisive role in shaping the semantic orientation of the utterance.
Specifically, constructions with the dative case tend to present a given unit as the entity being
defined, whereas adverbial (masdar) constructions function predicatively, assigning a property to
another element. Thus, the formal choice of case determines not only the syntactic configuration
but also the logical structure of the statement, indicating which element serves as the subject of
predication and which as its defining attribute.

The aim of this article is to demonstrate how this grammatical opposition operates in a
concrete textual context and to show that it constitutes a deliberate and meaningful translational
strategy rather than a purely stylistic variation. Particular attention is paid to the ways in which
case selection contributes to the precise articulation of theological concepts.

The main focus of the article is a metatextual insertion of a linguistic nature in the text of
the Gelatian translation of the thirteenth dogmatic—polemical treatise of Saint Maximus the
Confessor, specifically in the passage where he discusses the doctrine of the Holy Trinity. This
passage is of special interest, as it reflects an explicit awareness of linguistic form and its
interpretative consequences.

The Gelatian translation in question, which dates to the twelfth century, is preserved in
manuscript form in the Kutaisi State Historical Museum under the shelfmark K14. It is a substantial
codex containing the works of Maximus the Confessor, including Old Georgian translations of ten
polemical treatises. Since no critical Greek edition of these treatises has been published, the present
study relies directly on the evidence of the extant Greek manuscripts.

The following sources are used in this study: K14 = Gelatian collection (12th c.); A =
Angelicus 120 (11th c¢.); N = Coislinianus 90 (12th c.); Va = Vaticanus (12th c.); M = Monacensis
gr. 363 (12th c.); Par = Grec 886 (13th c.).? Since the Gelatian manuscript is, from a textual-critical
perspective, the closest to manuscript N, [ will cite the relevant examples only from this manuscript.
If a different reading is found in any other Greek manuscript, in that case the data will also be
presented from that manuscript.

1. Methodology

This study adopts a qualitative, philological-linguistic methodology combining morphosyntactic
analysis, functional-semantic interpretation, and comparative translation analysis. The aim is to
identify how case selection in Old Georgian encodes semantic distinctions and restructures the
syntactic patterns of the source text.

2 Access to the manuscripts was obtained via online repositories. The manuscripts are available in digital form on the
internet, and the corresponding URLs are listed in the bibliography appended to the article. Furthermore, the
manuscripts are identified by abbreviated sigla, while their codicological descriptions (including their place of
preservation and date) are provided in the bibliography.
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The research is based on a close reading of primary manuscript sources, with particular
focus on the Gelatian codex K14. The analysis incorporates parallel examination of corresponding
Greek manuscript traditions (A, N, Va, M, Par), allowing for a source—target alignment of
constructions. Special attention is given to passages containing accusativus duplex constructions
in Greek, as these provide a productive basis for observing structural transformation in translation.

The study employs morphosyntactic analysis, identifying the formal properties of relevant
constructions in both languages. This includes the classification of case forms (accusative, dative,
adverbial), the identification of syntactic roles (direct object, indirect object, predicative element),
and the mapping of predicate—argument structures. The analysis distinguishes between Limitative
(object) and Delimitative (predicative) functions, tracing how these are encoded differently in
Greek and Georgian.

A functional-semantic approach is applied in order to interpret the roles of sentence
constituents beyond their formal marking. In this framework, particular attention is paid to the
distinction between “defined” (characterized) and “defining” (characterizing) elements, and to how
this distinction is either neutralized (in Greek) or formally differentiated (in Georgian). The study
examines how case alternation affects semantic focus, logical structure, and interpretability.

The research integrates a comparative—typological perspective, contrasting the Greek
morphosyntactic system (which allows more than two accusative objects) with the Georgian
system (which redistributes semantic roles across different case forms). This comparison highlights
broader typological tendencies in argument structure and case marking.

The study includes an analysis of metatextual annotations found in the manuscript. These
are treated as evidence of conscious linguistic reflection by the medieval scribe, revealing an
awareness of ambiguity and an intentional strategy to resolve it. The metatext is analyzed as an
interpretative tool that clarifies the functional-semantic structure of the main text.

Through this multi-layered methodology — combining morphosyntax, semantics, and
translation studies—the article demonstrates that case selection in Old Georgian operates as a
systematic and meaningful mechanism for encoding logical and interpretative distinctions.

2. Results and Discussion

The analysis in this article proceeds according to the following scheme:
e A feature of Ancient Greek morphosyntax: accusativus duplex
o Formal differentiation for functional-semantic emphasis

o Manuscript paratext: a linguistically oriented marginal addition (see Fig. 1)
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Fig. 1: K14, 165vIP

In addition to the main text in the Fig. 1, there is a marginal note which serves as the main
inspiration for the present article. It is precisely the determination of its function that underpins the
central thesis of this study: in the Georgian language, case form, beyond its morphosyntactic
function, also carries a semantic emphasis.

This may be a well-known proposition; however, any such statement gains greater
credibility when supported by concrete examples, and the paratext in the manuscript precisely
represents such an example:

(1)  Osdsc ©s  dI© @ Plos@ byars.
mamad da 3ed da cmidad sulad.
Father:ADV.SG and Son:ADV.SG and  holy Spirit: ADV.SG
‘Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.” (K14, 165vII)

In this case, it is an adverbial case form. It clearly shows how a Gelatian scribe shifts the
semantic emphasis of the main text by substituting one case form for another. Before proceeding
to a direct discussion of the linguistic fact itself, it is necessary to provide a brief grammatical
excursus, namely on the issue of the direct object in Ancient Greek and Georgian.

In Ancient Greek, only one case indicates the direct object, namely the accusative. In this
respect, Ancient Greek differs from the Georgian language, where the dative and nominative case
forms indicates the direct object.

3 11 = Second column.
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2.1. One feature of Ancient Greek morphosyntax: the accusativus duplex (double accusative
construction)

Regarding the expression of the direct object, Ancient Greek is characterized by a particular
morphosyntactic feature: In a construction of accusativus duplex, two direct objects may be
expressed, each with a distinct semantic function; this type of construction is known as accusativus
duplex. In the accusativus duplex construction, the verb is associated with two direct objects, one
of which is the accusative of a person (accusativus personae), and the other the accusative of a
thing (accusativus rei).

This syntactic pattern, characteristic of Ancient Greek, involves verbs that govern both a
person and a thing simultaneously. Typically, the accusativus personae denotes the entity affected
(often a person who is taught, asked, informed, etc.), while the accusativus rei expresses the content
or object involved in the action. For example, in constructions with verbs like “to teach,” “to ask,”
or “to inform,” one accusative refers to the person receiving the action, and the other to the
information or thing transmitted. This dual-object structure reflects a close integration of semantic
roles within a single verbal predicate and poses interesting challenges for translation into languages
that do not naturally permit two direct objects of this kind (Urushadze 1969:306; Janzina
2014:102).

(2) kol  &0ldaokev avTONG ToAAG,
kai edidasken autous . polla
and  teach.IPFV.3SG 3PL.ACC many.ACC.PL

‘And he was teaching them many things.” (GNT, Mark 4:2)

3) gxeivog OUas oloacer TovTa
Ekeinos hymas didadxei panta
DEM.NOM.SG 2PL.ACC teach.FUT.3SG all. ACC.PL

‘He will teach you all things.” (GNT, John 14:26)

In Greek constructions with two direct objects (i.e., double accusative), in Georgian one of
them is rendered as an indirect object, while the other remains a direct object. This reflects a
contrast in the morphosyntax of the Greek and Georgian languages. In Georgian, these arguments
are expressed in the following way:

4) autous Accusativus personae hymads
mat.IO tkven.IO
polla Accusativus rei* panta
bevrs.DO qvelapers.DO

4 The accusative of the person is the external object; the accusative of the thing is sometimes a cognate accusative
(internal accusative) (Smyth 1920: *1629)
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If we consider (4) in relation to the previous two, it becomes clear that in Georgian two
arguments are expressed as indirect objects, whereas in the Greek construction all complements
are realized as direct objects. This is the first type of the Greek accusativus duplex construction, in
which one direct object is the accusative of a person and the other is the accusative of a thing.

In the second type of the Greek accusativus duplex construction, the verb is again associated
with two direct objects, one of which is the accusative of a person and the other an accusative of
predication (naming). It is precisely the latter that introduces a difference in relation to the first
type of the accusativus duplex construction. This second direct object enters the construction with
a specific function, namely to characterize the direct object referred to as the accusative of the
person. For example:

(5) Ouoioyel ovToV Oeov.
homologei auton Theon.
confess.PRS.3SG He.ACC.SG God.ACC.SG
‘He confesses him (as) God.’

* auton
mas = DO
* Theon

ymertad = predicate nominal

(6) voui¢w o€ éa6iov.
nomizo se esthlon.
think.PRS.1SG you.ACC.SG noble.ACC.SG
‘I consider you noble.” (Malinauskene 2002:66)

* se
Sen = DO
* Esthlon

yirseulad = adverbial modifier

In the constructions of examples (4) and (5), in accordance with Greek morphosyntax, there
are two direct objects, which are, naturally, in the accusative case. One is the accusative of the
person, expressing the entity that is to be characterized by a certain quality, while the other is the
accusative of predication (i.e., the defining accusative), by which the actant expressed by the
accusative of the person is to be characterized.

In Georgian, the rendering of these two direct objects is fundamentally determined by the
choice of case forms used to express them. The accusative of the person is rendered as a direct
object, while the accusative of predication is expressed by means of an adverbial case form. This
means that, in Georgian, we have a two-actant construction, whereas in Greek there is a three-
actant construction.
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Such a difference between the constructions is due to the fact that the accusativus duplex
construction does not operate in Georgian. Consequently, the second direct object, which from a
semantic point of view is the accusative of predication, cannot be represented in Georgian by the
case forms of core actants, namely the nominative and dative. For this reason, an alternative case
form enters the construction as the equivalent of the Greek direct object (the accusative of
predication), namely an adverbial form, which in the Georgian sentence functions as a predicative
element, that is, as a modifier of the direct object. The discussion can be represented in the
following diagram:

(7)
* auton
* Mas
He.DAT.SG
> se DO (Limitative Accusative)
Sen
you.DAT.SG

(8)

* Theon
ymertad
God.ADV.SG

* Esthlon predicative nominal (Delimitative Accusative)
yirseulad
noble. ADV.SG

This diagram represents the functions of the actants in the construction in Georgian. From
this, the following conclusion can be drawn: the Limitative Accusative is rendered by the dative
case (in the present tense), while the Delimitative Accusative is expressed by an adverbial case
form.

2.2. Formal differentiation for functional-semantic emphasis

As the analysis of specific examples has confirmed, formal differentiation of sentence constituents
is an important phenomenon for establishing correct functional-semantic emphasis. It is a means
by which clear accents are placed on particular elements of the sentence; in our case, these are the
“defining” (Delimitative Accusative) and “defined” (Limitative Accusative) units. I will examine
several examples from the Old Georgian translation of the dogmatic treatises of Maximus the
Confessor.
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9) eimep v YVaouny eivai pooLy
eiper ten gnomen einai phasin
if-indeed the. ACC.SG mind.ACC.SG be.INF say.PRS.3PL
opev évoialetov (10} o’ nuiv.
orexin endiatheton ton eph’ hemin.
desire. ACC.SG inward. ACC.SG of-the. GEN.PL in-our-power

‘If indeed they say that gnomé is an innate desire of those within our power.” (4d Marinum
presbyterum, CPG-7697.1; N, 231v, -13-12; PG 91, 17C)

In the cited example there are two direct objects. Since the case form of both objects is the
accusative, it is difficult to distinguish their functional-semantic roles in the sentence, namely
which one is the accusative of the person (the defined element) and which one is the predicative
accusative (the defining element).

There is no such problem in determining the functional-semantic role in the Georgian
translation of the text, since here the functional differentiation of sentence constituents (objects) is
achieved through the differentiation of case forms. In this case, in Georgian the accusative of the
person is rendered by the dative case form (in the present tense), while the predicative accusative
is expressed by the adverbial case. Here is the corresponding Georgian translation:

(10)  p9M-Bobgdsbs gmRs oBy356 dmpergmdoos fsogigdse bmab Jm&dgmsc.

Fer-Cinebasa gopad itgwian mocleobitad cadierebad cuen kuésetad. (K14, (278r])

DO adverbial modifier

It is precisely through the differentiation of case forms that it is clarified which units in the
sentence are the defined ones and which are the defining ones.

If the dative and adverbial case forms are used in reverse, then, naturally, the functional
load will follow the specific case form, and as a result, the semantic aspect of the discourse will be
impaired, meaning that the intended meaning will be disrupted. For example:

(11)  *x96m-B0bgds ymxs© 03Yz96 dmfiergmdomls §sogMgdsls Bygb Jm&dgmals.
3er-Cinebad qopad itqwian mocleobitsa cadierebasa cuen kuéSetasa.

adverbial modifier DO

56



D. Iobidze, The Functional-semantic Differentiation of a Dative-marked Actant and an Adverbial-case
Noun in an Old Georgian: Based on the Metatext of a Gelatian Translation

(12) v o€ Aoyinv ooav
Tén de logiken doksan
the. ACC.SG but  rational. ACC.SG opinion.ACC.SG
PVAOIY eivai Léyovot
gnosin einai legousi
knowledge. ACC.SG be.INF say.PRS.3PL

‘And they say that rational opinion is knowledge.’ (4d Marinum presbyterum, CPG-7697.1;
N, 232r, 6; PG 91, 20A)

In this sentence as well, there are two direct objects expressed in the accusative case. It is
difficult here to determine which direct object fulfills which function. As for its Georgian
translation, however, the functions of the direct objects of the Greek construction are clearly

distinguished, since they are formally differentiated: one appears in the dative case, while the other
is in the adverbial case. Here is the Georgian translation:

(13)  beagwer bodgzgmbs 09698565 d95609(985@ 094556 MRsC.

xolo sitgwiersa tnebasa mecierebad itgwian gopad. (278vI])

DO adverbial modifier

If we substitute the case forms, the functional-semantic aspects of the elements of the
construction will change accordingly, as was the case in example (10). For example:

(14)  *bmewm bLo@yzgMe 069850 993609MgdsLs 0@Y356 ymazsc.
xolo sitqwierad tnebad mecierebasa itqwian qopad.

adverbial modifier DO

A couple more examples:

(15) v eV obv dloyov
Tén men oun alogon
the. ACC.SG indeed therefore irrational. ACC.SG
oocov elvai paoiv, ANV
doxan einai phasin, haplén
opinion.ACC.SG be.INF say.PRS.3PL simple.ACC.SG.F
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YV o1y Kol TPOYEIPOV

gnosin kai  procheiron

knowledge. ACC.SG and  ready-at-hand. ACC.SG

‘They say, then, that irrational opinion is simple and ready (i.e., immediate) knowledge.’
(4d Marinum presbyterum, CPG-7697.1; N, 232r, 3-4; PG 91, 20A).

Georgian translation:
Jbodg6es© 300093y 36 0bgBs©  00Y56 YR, GsHogls  ©o
39¢0bpobsbs x296-Bobgdsbs.

usitquelad vidreme ukué tnebad itgwian qopad, martivsa da qeliscinasa ser-cinebasa.
(K14, 278vI).

adverbial modifier DO

(16) cimep v unv ppovnay opesiv

eiper tén mén phronésin orexin

if-indeed the. ACC.SG indeed prudence. ACC.SG  desire. ACC.SG

Oecwpntirnv Aoyitk@v Kol YVOOTIKDV

theorétiken logikon kai  gnostikon

theoretical. ACC.SG of-logica. GEN.PL and  of-cognitive. GEN.PL

nobnuarwv eivai pooiv

mathematon einai phasin

studies. GEN.PL be.INF say.PRS.3PL

‘If indeed they say that prudence (phrongésis) is a theoretical desire for logical and cognitive
disciplines.’ (4d Marinum presbyterum, CPG-7697.1; N, 232r, -19-18; PG 91, 20D)°

Georgian translation:
30650008(5) 6 3685L5 3(000M) 909 300969850 b9 28005 09Y550 Y350
bodY59098000005 5 4936099800005 Ufis3¢79¢1985005C.

vinaytgan cnobasa vidreme cadierebad mxedvelobitad itgwian qopad sitgwierebitta da
mecnierebitta s¢viulebatad. (K14, 279r])

DO adverbial modifier

5 The word efvou is not attested in PG 91, but it is present in all the manuscripts examined in this study.
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In examples (15) and (16), the semantic function of the direct objects in the Greek text is
as follows: (1) what they consider (gndsin; phronésin), and (2) as they consider it (doxan;
theorétikén). Their case forms are, naturally, identical (accusative), since they function as direct
objects. As for the Georgian translation, it likewise expresses these two semantic functions, with
the difference that here the two functional units are formally differentiated: namely, what is
considered is rendered in the dative case (3er-Cinebasa; cnobasa), whereas as it is considered is
expressed by an adverbial case form (tnebad; mdevelobitad). See below (Table 1 and Table 2) the
Semantic—Syntactic Correspondence of this discussion:

Semantic Function Greek Expression Case Syntactic Role
What is considered gnosin / phrongsin ~ Accusative Direct Object
As what it is considered = doxan / thedrétiken ~Accusative Direct Object

Table 1
e No formal distinction between the two semantic roles.
e Both realized by identical accusative constructions.

Georgian Translation (Structural Differentiation)
Same semantic distinction, but formally differentiated by case system

Semantic Function | Georgian Expression | Case Syntactic Role

What is considered | 3er-Cinebasa / cnobasa | Dative Case Direct Object
As it is considered | tnebad / mxedvelobitad | Adverbial Case | adverbial modifier

Table 2

e Semantic roles are preserved.
e formal encoding is split across two case systems.

Greek Structure:
Semantic Function A — Accusative
Semantic Function B — Accusative

l
(Formal Identity)

Georgian Structure:
Semantic Function A — Dative Case
Semantic Function B — Adverbial Case

l

(Formal Differentiation)
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e Greek encodes both semantic roles with a single morphosyntactic form (accusative).
e The Georgian translation redistributes the semantic load across distinct case forms, thereby
making the conceptual distinction formally visible.

This results in a shift from: syntactic uniformity (Greek) — to morphological differentiation
(Georgian)

The comparison between the Greek and Georgian structures reveals a systematic difference in
the way identical semantic relations are encoded at the morphosyntactic level. In the Greek text,
both semantic functions — (A) what is considered and (B) as what it is considered — are expressed
through a single grammatical form, namely the accusative case. This results in a state of formal
identity, where distinct semantic roles are not morphologically differentiated but are instead
subsumed under a uniform syntactic structure of direct objects.

By contrast, the Georgian translation distributes these same semantic functions across two
formally distinct case forms. The first function, corresponding to what is considered, is rendered
in the dative case, while the second function, corresponding to as what it is considered, is expressed
through an adverbial case form. This leads to a situation in which the semantic distinction that
remains formally neutralized in Greek becomes explicitly encoded in Georgian morphology.

Consequently, the translation demonstrates a shift from syntactic uniformity in the source
language to morphological differentiation in the target language. While Greek maintains a single-
case realization for both semantic roles, Georgian restructures the same conceptual content by
assigning different case markers to each function, thereby making the underlying semantic contrast
formally visible at the level of grammatical expression.

2.3. Metatext of the Gelatian manuscript: a linguistic-type insertion

Maximus the Confessor, in one of his discussions, examines the theology of Arius and Sabellius
with regard to the divine nature of the Holy Trinity and its persons. Here I present the relevant
passage of this discussion:

A. O Apeiog tag tpeic vmootdoels opoloyel, aiio v Movada apveital, kol ov AEyel 6p00Do10V
mv ayiav Tpiada.
Ho Areios tas treis hypostaseis homologei, alla téen Monada arneitai, kai ou legei
homoousion tén hagian Triada.
‘Arius acknowledges the three hypostases, but denies the Monad and does not affirm the
Holy Trinity to be consubstantial.’

B. 0 o¢ Xopérriog thy Movado. opolroyet, arro v Tpiada dpveital, Ttov yap dotov Aéyet [latépo.
kol Yiov xai ayiov [Iveduo.
Ho de Sabellios ten Monada homologei, alla tén Triada arneitai, ton gar auton legei Patera
kai Huion kai hagion Pneuma.
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‘But Sabellius acknowledges the Monad, yet denies the Trinity, for he says that the same one is
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.” (De duabus Christi naturis, CPG-7697.13; N, 98r, 4-6; PG 91, 145A)

In the passages presented above, the highlighted elements are direct objects which, in
accordance with the morphosyntax of the Greek language, are expressed in the accusative case. If
the reader of the text does not have an extended semantic connection with the context, it becomes
difficult to determine which direct object is the entity being defined and which is the defining
element. Such semantic ambiguity arises from the morphosyntactic rule according to which both
direct objects in the construction are expressed in the accusative case. Let us now consider the
Georgian translation of these texts:

A. 5000 bsdos 3egsdors s@0s698l, 565990 FbeagrmcmBsbs w15m3ymanl, ©s 56 odyzb
056556b50 pOobs bsdgdsbs.
arioz samta guamta ayiarebs, aramed mxoloobasa uarhqops, da ar itgwis tanaarsad
cmidasa samebasa.
‘Arius acknowledges the three hypostases, but denies the Monad and does not affirm the
Holy Trinity to be consubstantial.” (K14, 165vII)

In the Georgian translation of Sentence A, the defined and defining elements are formally
differentiated. As demonstrated in the analysis of the previous examples, the dative case marks the
sentence element that is defined, that is, the entity being characterized, whereas the adverbial case
marks the defining element, that is, the one that describes or characterizes the defined unit. This
interaction is illustrated below:

(17)  Aéyar O0H00v610V (Y ayiav  Tpiooo.
legei homoousion ten hagian Triada.
say:3SG.PRS co-essentially: ACC.SG the. ACC.SG.F holy Trinity: ACC.SG
predicate nominal DO
0AY5U 056556b5© pdocosbs bsdgdsbs.
itgwis tanaarsad cmidasa samebasa.

adverbial modifier
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As for the Georgian translation of sentence B, here too—both from a semantic perspective and
from the functional perspective of the constituents relevant to our discussion—the same ambiguity
is present as in the Greek text. The corresponding Georgian text is as follows:

B. b bsdgemenocal Gbeagrercdsbs sos9dl, 56589 bsdgdsbs 3s6:39manl, ksdgorey
dsb39 09450 Ossbs s dgbs s pdogsbs baerbs.
xolo sabellios mxoloobasa ayiarebs, aramed samebasa uarhqgops, rametu masve itgwis
mamasa da 3esa da ¢midasa sulsa.
‘But Sabellius acknowledges the Monad, yet denies the Trinity, for he says that the same
one is Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.” (K14, 165vII) (see Fig. 2)

Fig. 2: K14, 165vil

In this Georgian text, the principle of formal differentiation between the units of the
construction is violated; specifically, the defined and defining elements are expressed in the same
case form — namely, the dative case. As a result, the reader is faced with semantic ambiguity in the
text, as well as difficulty in determining which element performs which function within the
construction. Here, the defined constituent masve is the one in question, but it is not discourse-
focused, since the other constituents — mamasa da zesa da ¢midasa sulsa — are in the same case
form. The corresponding visualization of this discussion is presented below:

(18) ...dvrov Aéyel latépa kol Yiov kai dyrov Ivedua
...auton legei Patera kai  Huion kai Hagion Pneuma
...he:ACC.3SGsay:3SG.PRS Father:ACC.SGSon:ACC.SG holy Spirit: ACC.SG

predicate nominal ? DO

62



D. Iobidze, The Functional-semantic Differentiation of a Dative-marked Actant and an Adverbial-case
Noun in an Old Georgian: Based on the Metatext of a Gelatian Translation

dslb39 0AY5U dsdsbs s dgbs s pdocosbs bryemls
masve itgwis mamasa da  3esa da cmidasa sulsa.

|

adverbial modifier ? DO

As can be seen in graphical representation (18), a similar situation is observed in both the
Greek and Georgian texts. Specifically, the units relevant to our discussion are not formally
differentiated, which leads to ambiguity in the functions of these elements. In other words, the
interpretation of the discourse is reduced to the level of individual semantic reading, where its
meaning depends on how each interpreter construes it.

The Gelatian scribe attempts to resolve this functional-semantic and morphosyntactic
problem by inserting, alongside the main text of the Georgian manuscript, a linguistically oriented
metatext. This passage reads as follows:

(19)  Gsds s dg s pdos@ bryersc.
mamad da 3ed da ¢midad sulad. (K14, 165vII) (see Foto 2)

With this kind of clarification of the text, it becomes clear which element performs which
function—namely, which unit is the defined element and which is the defining one. Such flexibility
of forms of cases sheds light on the content of the discussion: specifically, the unit in the dative
case is the one that is defined or characterized, whereas the unit in the adverbial case is the defining
one, that is, the element which characterizes or describes another unit. Such clarity was not present
in the text under conditions of formal undifferentiation. It is precisely this type of metatext that the
Gelatian scribe produces alongside the main text.

Note: The theology of Sabellius is well known: he maintained that the Father, the Son, and the

Holy Spirit are merely different manifestations of one and the same divine person. Accordingly,

Sabellius recognizes “the same one” (tov avtov - masve), that is, a single divine person, as “Father,

Son, and Holy Spirit.” This interpretation naturally supports the understanding of zov adtov / masve

as the defined element rather than the defining one.

As for the adverbial case of the pronoun igi, such forms are in fact attested in the text, and the author

could have employed them here had he intended zov avrov to function as the defining element. The

fact that he does not do so strongly suggests that tov adtov is understood as the defined constituent.

Otherwise, he would have used the form igid, as he does in the following examples: igid daxatulta

(K14, 295r0); igid hqgops (K14, 284r); igid kmnilta (K14, 28r11); rametu igid (K14, 136vII).

In this case, the questions raised in example (18) are resolved; specifically, through the
Georgian paratext it becomes possible to eliminate the ambiguity present in the Greek text.
Accordingly, we obtain the following result:
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(20) ...avrov Aéyet Hatépa kol Yiov xai dytov Ilveduao
...auton legei Patera kai Huion kai Hagion Pneuma
...he:ACC.3SGsay:3SG.PRS Father:ACC.SG Son:ACC.SG holy Spirit: ACC.SG

DO predicate nominal
dslb39 0AY5U dsdso os  d9o ©s pdocos bryers
masve itgwis mamad da  3ed da cmidad sulad.

adverbial modifier

When the dative form is used, this element itself becomes determined (i.e., characterized).
In other words, it is the object to which a certain property is attributed. When the adverbial form is
used, this element determines another element. That is, it represents the property that is attributed
to another object.

This contrast can be expanded by clarifying how each case form functions within the
syntactic and semantic architecture of the construction.

When an element is expressed in the dative form, it is not merely marked morphologically,
but is also assigned a specific semantic status within the predicative structure. In such a
configuration, the dative-marked element functions as the bearer of the predicated property. That
is to say, it becomes the syntactic and semantic target of attribution: it is the entity about which
something is asserted, described, or qualified. The dative case, in this sense, encodes the notion of
being characterized, where the focus lies on the reception of a property rather than its source.

By contrast, when an element is expressed in the adverbial form, its role shifts from being
a passive recipient of characterization to being an active source of predication. In this case, the
adverbial form encodes the semantic value of manner, mode, or aspect of characterization. It does
not function as the object being described, but rather as the conceptual lens through which another
element is described or evaluated. In other words, it represents the qualitative or modal property
that is attributed to another entity.

From this perspective, the opposition between the two forms can be understood as a
structural distinction between:

» the entity that receives characterization (dative form).
o the entity, which transmits this characterization to another element (adverbial form).
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This distinction is crucial for interpreting the internal logic of the construction, since it
establishes a clear division between what is being described and what is describing.

3. Conclusion

The analyzed examples clearly demonstrate that the case system of the Georgian language is not
limited to morphological marking alone, but also plays an active role in the logical structuring and
differentiation of meaning. In other words, case morphology in Georgian functions as a mechanism
for organizing semantic relations within the sentence.

In Old Georgian in particular, the alternative use of the dative and adverbial cases should
not be understood as a purely formal variation or stylistic option. Rather, it has direct semantic
consequences, as it systematically shifts the focus of the utterance. The dative case tends to
highlight the entity that is being characterized or predicated upon, whereas the adverbial case
emphasizes the descriptive or qualifying dimension that is attributed to another element. As a result,
the choice between these forms contributes to the distribution of informational prominence within
the sentence and shapes the way meaning is cognitively organized.

The activation of functional-semantic distinctions through case variation appears to be
systematic, indicating that morphological choices are closely integrated with syntactic and
semantic structuring. This, in turn, reflects a general linguistic tendency in Old Georgian to encode
interpretative and logical relations directly within the grammatical system, rather than relying
solely on context or discourse-level inference.
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2. wolgyglos
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